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DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

1 . The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) because they 
do not include the following reference sign(s) mentioned in the description: particulate matter 
54, rectangular recess 134, and first flange 240. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 
37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the 
application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing 
on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. Each 
drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin 
as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the examiner 
does not accept the changes, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required 
corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in 
abeyance. 

2. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) because they 
include the following reference character(s) not mentioned in the description: 108, 230, and 284. 
Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .121(d), or amendment to the 
specification to add the reference character(s) in the description in compliance with 37 CFR 

1 .121(b) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any 
amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the 
immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. Each drawing 
sheet submitted after the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either 
"Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1 . 1 21 (d). If the examiner does not 
accept the changes, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action 
in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 
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Specification 

3. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because the language of the abstract is 
grammatically improper. Examiner suggests amending the abstract as follows: For lines 5-7 - 
"Preferably, ozone is employed as the sanitizing agent. Ozone is created and neutralized by an 
ozone generator and an ozone neutralizer and is moved with a fan through the various 
components of the article sanitation device." Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

4. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

On page 3 of the specification, line 19, the specification should be amended to - 
"mailbox capable of decontaminating mail placed therein." 

On page 12, lines 20 and 21; page 13, lines 2, 6, 8, and 16; Applicant should amend the 
wording to "housing 56" for consistency in the specification and with Figures 3 and 4. 

Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1-4, 24-26, and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 



Megerle [U.S. Patent Publication No. 2004/0024278]. 



Application/Control Number: 10/072,452 Page 4 

Art Unit: 1744 

Megerle teaches an article sanitation device comprising: a container defining an inner 
chamber and including an inlet and an outlet (See Figure 4; See Specification, p. 6, [0077] and 
p. 3, [0050] - rotating cage 90 defining an inner chamber where contaminated mail is inserted 
and including an inlet and an outlet to allow an air flow across the mail to entrain particles in or 
on the mail articles); a motor operable to move the container (See Figure 4; See Specification, 
p. 6, [0077] - rotating cage 90 is mounted for rotation on an axle 108 which may be attached to 
a motor, and supports 110 hold the axle and allow it to rotate); a duct in fluid communication 
with the inlet and the outlet (See Figure 1 - air inlet duct 86 and air outlet duct 88 for the air 
recirculation system that is selectively connected to the air inlet port 78; See Figure 4 - air inlet 
94 and air outlet 96); a fan operable to circulate fluid along a flow path that extends through the 
inner chamber and the duct (See Specification, p. 4, [0059] - a gas flow can be provided, such 
as by pump or fan to circulate the gas through the chamber 1 1 including through the mail 
containers until the bio-hazardous material has been neutralized); an ozone generator operable 
to provide ozone to the inner chamber (See Specification, p. 3, [0051] - gas generator 18 
having a pressure gauge 19 is provided to generate or otherwise supply a quantity of gas that 
neutralizes hazardous material such as anthrax; See Specification, p. 2, [0030] - the 
chamber... is then filled with chlorine dioxide, ozone, or any of the other possible chemicals that 
will kill pathogens, but not harm mail or similar articles); an ozone neutralizer operable to 
remove ozone from the inner chamber (See Specification, p. 3, [0050] - air may be removed to 
a scrubber to clean the air before its release; See Specification, p. 4, [0052] - scrubber 30 that 
removes the chlorine dioxide gas - or ozone); and a filter element positioned to remove 
particulate matter from the fluid in the flow path, the ozone and the filter element cooperating to 
substantially destroy biological contaminates in the inner chamber and remove the biological 
contaminates and particulate matter from the flow path (See Specification, p. 4, [0052] - 
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container 12 is selectively exhausted via first filter 22 and a second filter 24 through a selectively 
controlled valve 26. The valve 26 is connected to a scavenge vacuum pump 28 and to a 
scrubber 30 that removes the chlorine gas - or ozone). 

Regarding claim 2, Megerle teaches the article sanitation device of claim 2, wherein the 
ozone generator supplies ozone to the flow path upstream of the inlet (See Figure 1 - gas 
generator 18 supplies chlorine dioxide, or ozone as described in the specification, p. 4, [0030], 
to the flow path upstream of the inlet to chamber 11). 

Regarding claim 3, Megerle teaches the article sanitation device of claim 3, wherein the 
ozone neutralizer removes ozone from the flow path downstream of the outlet (See Figure 1 - 
scrubber 30 removes chlorine dioxide, or ozone as described in the specification, p. 4, [0030], 
from the flow path downstream of the outlet). 

Regarding claim 4, Megerle teaches the article sanitation device of claim 4, wherein the 
filter element is in the flow path between the inner chamber and the ozone neutralizer (See 
Figure 1 - first filter 22 and second filter 24 are in the flow path between the inner chamber 1 1 
and the scrubber 30). 

Regarding claim 24, Megerle teaches a method for sanitizing an article comprising: 
providing a container defining an inner chamber and having a selectively closable opening (See 
Figure 2; See Specification, p. 3, [0047] - the article sanitation device of Megerle including 
rotating cage 90 with an inner chamber defined within for receiving contaminated mail to be 
sterilized and a lid or cover 14 that can be selectively opened and closed as desired over the 
access opening in container 12, which when closed forms a gas-tight closure); inserting an 
article to be sanitized into the inner chamber (See Figure 2; Load Mail, Step 44); closing the 
access opening (See Specification, p. 4, [0056] - container 12 is sealed closed); generating a 
flow of fluid through the inner chamber (See Specification, p. 4, [0056 - air stream is provided to 
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entrain particles which are in or on the mail into the air stream in step 40); moving the container 
to agitate the article in the inner chamber (See Specification, p. 6, [0077] - mail is placed into 
the cage 90 and the cage is rotated); and adding ozone to the flow of fluid to substantially 
destroy biological contaminates in the inner chamber (See Figure 2; See Specification, p. 4, 
[0056-0059] - upon closing of the access opening, valve 20 is opened to admit chlorine dioxide 
- or ozone - which will flow into, or otherwise diffuse into, the interior of each piece of mail and 
into interstices in the interior of the mail). 

Regarding claim 25, Megerle teaches the method of claim 25, comprising filtering the 
flow of fluid to remove contaminates from the flow of fluid (See Specification, p. 4, [0052] - 
container 12 is selectively exhausted via first filter 22 and a second filter 24 through a selectively 
controlled valve 26. The valve 26 is connected to a scavenge vacuum pump 28 and to a 
scrubber 30 that removes the chlorine gas - or ozone). 

Regarding claim 26, Megerle teaches the method of claim 26, comprising neutralizing 
ozone in the flow of fluid after adding ozone to the flow of fluid (See Specification, p. 3, [0050] - 
air may be removed to a scrubber to clean the air before its release; See Specification, p. 4, 
[0052] - scrubber 30 that removes the chlorine dioxide gas - or ozone, i.e. ozone is neutralized 
after ozone was added or generated to sterilize the contaminated air). 

Regarding claim 28, Megerle teaches the method of claim 28, wherein moving the 
container comprises rotating the container (See Specification, p. 6, [0077] - mail is placed into 
the cage 90 and the cage is rotated). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.G. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 

(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 

U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

6. Claims 5-8, 10-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Megerle [U.S. Patent Publication No. 2004/0024278] in view of Mize et. al. [U.S. Patent 
Publication No. 2003/0124025]. 

Regarding claims 5 and 10, Megerle teaches the article sanitation device of claim 5, 
wherein the container is rotatable by the motor to agitate an article to be sanitized inserted into 
the inner chamber (See Figure 4; See Specification, p. 6, [0077] - rotating cage 90 is mounted 
for rotation on an axle 108 which may be attached to a motor, and supports 110 hold the axle 
and allow it to rotate, agitating the mail article inserted into the inner chamber of rotating cage 
90). Megerle fails to teach the article sanitation device of claims 5 and 10, further comprising a 
housing surrounding the container, wherein the housing at least partially defines a mailbox. 

Megerle teaches that it is desirable to determine whether bio-hazardous materials, or 
chemical agents are contaminating items of mail, and if such contamination is present, 
neutralizing the mail in the same chamber where the contamination is sensed, preferably before 
the mail enters sorting and distribution centers (See Specification, p. 2, [0025 and 0027]. Mize 
et. al. teach a biologically safe mailbox, which protects the mail carrier and mail recipient from 
exposure to mail contaminated with biological agents, where the housing at least partially 
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defines a mailbox (See Figures 2, 3, and 5). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to provide a housing surrounding the container of 
Megerle, defined in the shape of a mailbox, because then a determination of the presence of 
bio-hazardous materials, or chemical agents on or in the mail, could be ascertained within the 
mailbox where mail is deposited, preventing exposure of contamination to the mail carrier and/or 
mail recipient, as suggested in Megerle. 

Regarding claim 6, Megerle teaches the article sanitation device of claim 6, wherein the 
container includes an access opening through which the article to be sanitized is insertable into 
the inner chamber (See Figure 1 ; See Specification, p. 3, [0047] - system 10 includes sealable 
container 12 having a[n] [inner] chamber designed to accept mail in a selected quantity, e.g. 
bulk mail, i.e. has an opening through which articles of mail to be sanitized are insertable into 
the inner chamber 11; See Specification, p. 6, [0077] - mail is placed into cage 90, i.e. includes 
an access opening through which mail to be sanitized is placed into the inner chamber of cage 
90), the article sanitation device further comprising a lid movable to open and close the 
container (See Figure 1; See Specification, p. 3, [0047] - container 12 includes a lid or cover 14 
that can be opened and closed as desired; the cover 14, when closed, forms a gas-tight 
closure). 

Megerle fails to teach that the lid is coupled to the housing. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide for a lid or cover 
that was coupled to the housing, e.g. the mailbox, which is movable to open and close the 
container and the access opening covering the inner chamber of the container because it is well 
known for a conventional mailbox to comprise a lid or cover coupled to its housing for sealing 
the access opening - where mail is inserted - of the mailbox. 
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Regarding claim 7, Megerle fails to teach the article sanitation device of claim 7, wherein 
a portion of the duct extends through the lid when the container is closed. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide a portion 
of the duct extending through the lid when the container lid is closed, allowing the generated 
ozone to flow from and through the duct through the lid, which creates a gas-tight closure 
around the access opening of the inner chamber when closed, and into the inner chamber of the 
container, e.g. rotating cage, for sterilizing the mail articles within. 

Regarding claim 8, Megerle teaches the article sanitation device of claim 8, further 
comprising an outer chamber surrounding the inner chamber and defined between the container 
and the housing, wherein the duct extends through the outer chamber (See Figure 4; container 
92 surrounding the inner chamber [defined within rotating cage 90] and defined between the 
rotating cage 90 and the housing, e.g. a conventional mailbox as taught by Megerle in view of 
Mize et. al., wherein the duct, defined by inlet duct 94 and outlet duct 96, extend through 
container 92). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Megerle teaches an article sanitation device for destroying 
contaminants of and removing particulate matter from mail, the device comprising: an inner 
container defining an inner chamber having an inlet and an outlet (See Figure 4; See 
Specification, p. 6, [0077] and p. 3, [0050] - rotating cage 90 defining an inner chamber where 
contaminated mail is inserted and including an inlet and an outlet to allow an airflow across the 
mail to entrain particles in or on the mail articles); a fan operable to circulate fluid through the 
inner chamber (See Specification, p. 4, [0059] - a gas flow can be provided, such as by pump 
or fan to circulate the gas through the chamber 1 1 including through the mail containers until the 
bio-hazardous material has been neutralized); an ozone generator operable to provide ozone to 
the inner chamber to destroy contaminants (See Specification, p. 3, [0051] - gas generator 18 
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having a pressure gauge 19 is provided to generate or otherwise supply a quantity of gas that 
neutralizes hazardous material such as anthrax; See Specification, p. 2, [0030] - the 
chamber... is then filled with chlorine dioxide, ozone, or any of the other possible chemicals that 
will kill pathogens, but not harm mail or similar articles); and a filter element positioned to 
remove particulate matter from the inner chamber (See Specification, p. 4, [0052] - container 12 
is selectively exhausted via first filter 22 and a second filter 24 through a selectively controlled 
valve 26. The valve 26 is connected to a scavenge vacuum pump 28 and to a scrubber 30 that 
removes the chlorine gas - or ozone). 

Megerle fails to teach that the device is a mailbox. Mize et. al. teach the biologically safe 
mailbox described above for claims 5 and 10. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to define Megerle's device as a mailbox 
because then a determination of the presence of bio-hazardous materials, or chemical agents 
on or in the mail, could be ascertained within the mailbox where mail is deposited, preventing 
exposure of contamination to the mail carrier and/or mail recipient, as suggested in Megerle. 

Regarding claim 12, Megerle teaches the mailbox of claim 12, comprising an outer 
container at least partially defining an outer chamber having an access opening, wherein the 
inner container is inside the outer container (See Figure 4; container 92 at least partially defining 
an outer chamber having an access opening, e.g. the area within container 92 including the 
opening where mail is insertable into container 92 and furthermore insertable within the inner 
chamber of rotating cage 90, wherein rotating cage 90 is inside container 92). 

Regarding claim 13, Megerle teaches the mailbox of claim 13, wherein the inlet is 
located at the access opening (See Specification, p. 6, [0077] and p. 3, [0050] - the inlet of the 
inner chamber of rotating cage 90 provides the user with an access opening for inserting 
contaminated mail). 
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Regarding claim 14, Megerle teaches the mailbox of claim 14, wherein the inner 
container is rotatable with respect to the outer container to agitate the mail (See Specification, p. 
6, [0077] - rotating cage 90 is rotatable with respect to container 92 for purposes of agitating the 
mail). 

Regarding claim 15, Megerle teaches the mailbox of claim 15, comprising a duct 
communicating with the inlet and the outlet (See Figures 1 and 3; See Specification, p. 3, [0067] 
and [0070] - the container communicates with an air recirculation system, comprising air inlet 
duct 86 and air outlet duct 88 - defining a duct therebetween - communicating with the air inlet 
and air outlet of the inner chamber 1 1 of container 12, e.g. the rotating cage 90), wherein the 
ozone generator is coupled to the duct (See Figure 1; See Specification, p. 3, [0051] - gas 
generator 18 is coupled to the duct to generate or otherwise supply a quantity of gas that 
neutralizes hazardous material such as anthrax). 

Regarding claim 16, Megerle teaches the mailbox of claim 16, wherein the filter element 
is in the duct downstream of the outlet (See Figure 1; See Specification, p. 4, [0052] - container 
12 is selectively exhausted, e.g. downstream of outlet, via first filter 22 and a second filter 24 
through a selectively controlled valve 26. The valve 26 is connected to a scavenge vacuum 
pump 28 and to a scrubber 30 that removes the chlorine gas - or ozone). 

Regarding claim 17, Megerle teaches the mailbox of claim 17, comprising an ozone 
neutralizer coupled to the duct to remove ozone from the duct (See Specification, p. 3, [0050] - 
air may be removed to a scrubber to clean the air before its release; See Figures 1 and 3 & See 
Specification, p. 4, [0052] - scrubber 30, which removes the chlorine dioxide gas - or ozone, 
coupled to the duct to remove ozone from the duct). 

Regarding claim 18, Megerle teaches a method for sanitizing mail, the method 
comprising: providing a device including an inner chamber and a selectively closable access 
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opening (See Figure 2; See Specification, p. 3, [0047] - the article sanitation device of Megerle 
including rotating cage 90 with an inner chamber defined within for receiving contaminated mail 
to be sterilized and a lid or cover 14 that can be selectively opened and closed as desired over 
the access opening in container 12, which when closed forms a gas-tight closure); inserting an 
article of mail into the inner chamber (See Figure 2; Load Mail, Step 44); closing the access 
opening (See Specification, p. 4, [0056] - container 12 is sealed closed); generating a flow of 
fluid including increased levels of ozone through the inner chamber upon closing of the access 
opening (See Figure 2; See Specification, p. 4, [0056] - air stream is provided to entrain 
particles which are in or on the mail into the air stream in step 40; See Specification, p. 4, [0056- 
0059] - upon closing of the access opening, valve 20 is opened to admit chlorine dioxide - or 
ozone - which will flow into, or otherwise diffuse into, the interior of each piece of mail and into 
interstices in the interior of the mail); filtering the flow of fluid to remove particulate matter from 
the flow of fluid (See Specification, p. 4, [0052] - container 12 is selectively exhausted via first 
filter 22 and a second filter 24 through a selectively controlled valve 26. The valve 26 is 
connected to a scavenge vacuum pump 28 and to a scrubber 30 that removes the chlorine gas 
- or ozone); and indicating the mail has been sanitized (See Specification, p. 4, [0059-61]). 

Megerle fails to teach that the device is a mailbox. Mize et. al. teach the biologically safe 
mailbox described above for claims 5 and 10. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to define Megerle's device as a mailbox as 
described above for claim 11. 

Regarding claim 19, Megerle teaches the method of claim 19, comprising removing the 
ozone from the flow of fluid (See Figure 2; See Specification, p. 6, [0052 and 0060-0061] - 
Unload Mail 58 and the ozone is removed by scrubber 30 prior to being exhausted to the 
ambient air). 
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7. Claims 9 and 20-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Megerle in view of Mize et. al., as applied to claims 5 and 18 above in paragraph 6, and further 
in view of Webb [U.S. Patent Publication No. 2004/0020978]. 

Megerle in view of Mize et. al. teach the article sanitation device as described above in 
paragraph 6. Megerle in view of Mize et. al. fail to teach the article sanitation device of claim 9, 
further comprising an indicator coupled to the housing, the indicator indicating a condition of 
sanitation of the article to be sanitized. Webb teaches a biologically safe mailbox, comprising 
an indicator coupled to the housing, the indicator indicating a condition of sanitation of the article 
to be sanitized (See Specification, p.1, [001 1] - panel 32, providing an external interface, 
contains a manual start switch 34, manual stop switch 36, a delay time adjustment knob, a lamp 
40, activated when the power is on, a lamp 42 to show the status of the system and a lamp 44 
activated to show that the decontamination process is taking place, i.e. a condition of sanitation 
of the article to be sanitized). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Webb with the article sanitation 
device, as taught by Megerle in view of Mize et. al., because the indicator provided in Webb 
enables the user to determine the status of the sanitizing process, preventing under- or 
overexposure of the sterilant to the contaminated mail article(s). 

Regarding claim 20, Megerle in view of Mize et. al. teach the method for sanitizing mail 
as described in paragraph 6 above. Megerle in view of Mize et. al. teach the method of claim 
20, comprising removing the sanitized mail from the mailbox (See Figure 2; Unload Mail Step 
58). 

Megerle in view of Mize et. al. fail to teach receiving a signal that indicates the sanitized 
mail has been removed and disabling the mailbox in response to the signal, wherein disabling 
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the mailbox prevents the act of generating a flow of fluid upon a subsequent closing of the 
access opening. Webb teaches a biologically safe mailbox comprising a microcontroller 30, 
which is connected to fan 24, lamp 20, electromechanical lock 14, and sensors 16, 18, and 22 
(See Specification, p. 1 , [001 1]). Webb further teaches that the controller determines the 
process time, e.g. a timer, and after that interval it switches off the lamp, e.g. stops generation 
of sterilant, and the fan and unlocks lock 14 (See Specification, p. 1, [0012]). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine 
the teachings of Megerle in view of Mize et. al. with Webb because Webb prevents the user 
from being exposed to sterilant, e.g. ozone in the case of Megerle, by switching off the lamp - 
ozone generator - and the fan prior to permitting user access to the container and the mail 
articles therewithin. Webb's mailbox provides a signal that indicates that the mail is sterilized, 
triggering the unlocking of the container and allowing removal of the sanitized mail. Webb 
further provides manual start switch 34, which prevents further generation of the fluid flow upon 
subsequent closing of the access opening. 

Regarding claim 21, Megerle in view of Mize et. al. fail to teach the method of claim 21, 
comprising rotating the inner chamber upon closing of the access opening. Megerle in view of 
Mize et. al. teach rotating cage 90, defining an inner chamber for inserting contaminated mail, 
rotates to agitate the mail (See Figure 4; See Specification, p. 6, [0077] - rotating cage 90 is 
mounted for rotation on an axle 108 which may be attached to a motor, and supports 110 hold 
the axle and allow it to rotate, agitating the mail article inserted into the inner chamber of 
rotating cage 90). Webb teaches a door safety switch 16 and a process start switch 18, which 
are responsive to the opening and closing of door 12, i.e. the lamp and the fan are triggered on 
and off by the closing and opening of door 12 (See Specification, p.1, [0010]). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
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Megerle in view of Mize et. al. with the safety mechanism and automation of Webb because 
such a mechanism and automation prevents the user from being exposed to the sterilant, e.g. 
ultraviolet radiation or ozone. Coupling the activation of the sterilizing device, fan, and rotation 
of the container also allows the device to automatically operate in sterilizing the contaminated 
mail articles for a selected period of time empirically determined to neutralize the target bio- 
hazardous material (Megerle, See Specification, p. 4, [0059]) without requiring the user to 
monitor and/or adjust the operation of the device. 

Regarding claim 22, Megerle in view of Mize et. al. fail to teach the method of claim 22, 
comprising: providing an electronic controlling including a timer; starting the timer upon closing 
the access opening; and stopping generation of the flow of fluid after a period of time is counted 
by the timer. Webb teaches that the controller determines the process time, e.g. a timer, and 
after that interval it switches off the lamp, e.g. stops generation of sterilant, and the fan and 
unlocks the lock 14 (See Specification, p. 1, [0012]). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the timer and control of 
the sterilant production, as taught by Webb, into the sanitation mailbox of Megerle in view of 
Mize et. al. because such functionality would have allowed the user to expose the articles of 
mail to the ozone gas for a pre-selected period of time empirically determined to neutralize the 
target bio-hazardous material, as suggested by Megerle (See Specification, p. 4, [0059]). 

Regarding claim 23, Megerle in view of Mize et. al. teach the method of claim 23, 
wherein the act of generating a flow of fluid includes introducing additional ozone in the flow of 
fluid (See Specification, p, 4, [0059] - repeating the generation of ozone as necessary to 
provide further treatment of the contaminated mail articles by introducing additional ozone gas 
sterilant into the air flow). Megerle in view of Mize et. al. fail to teach the method further 
comprising stopping the introduction of additional ozone prior to the counting of the period of 
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time by the timer. Webb teaches the controller, as defined above for claim 22, which 
determines the process time, e.g. a timer (See Specification, p. 1, [0012]). Webb further 
teaches that after the process time interval lapses, the controller switches off the lamp and the 
fan and unlocks lock 14. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to provide for the step of stopping the introduction of additional ozone 
prior to the counting of the period of time by the timer because the timer of Webb, in keeping 
track of the elapsed processing time, deactivates the mechanical devices associated with the 
sterilizing process, e.g. deactivation of the lamp, or in this case, the ozone generator. As the 
processing time approaches completion, it would have been obvious to stop the introduction of 
additional ozone into the flow of fluid, preventing the user from exposure to the harmful effects 
of the sterilant. 

8. Claims 27 and 30-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Megerle in view of Webb. 

Regarding claim 27, Megerle teaches the method for sanitizing mail as described in 
paragraph 5 above. Megerle teaches the method of claim 27, comprising removing the 
sanitized mail from the mailbox (See Figure 2; Unload Mail Step 58). 

Megerle fails to teach indicating that a sanitizing process performed on the article has 
been completed; receiving a signal indicating that the sanitized article has been removed; and 
disabling future execution of the generating, moving, and adding steps in response to receiving 
the signal. Webb teaches a biologically safe mailbox comprising a microcontroller 30, which is 
connected to fan 24, lamp 20, electromechanical lock 14, and sensors 16, 18, and 22 (See 
Specification, p. 1 , [001 1]). Webb further teaches that the controller determines the process 
time, e.g. a timer, and after that interval it switches off the lamp, e.g. stops generation of 
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sterilant, and the fan and unlocks lock 14 (See Specification, p. 1, [0012] - indicating that a 
sanitizing process performed on the article has been completed). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of 
Megerle with Webb because Webb prevents the user from being exposed to sterilant, e.g. 
ozone in the case of Megerle, by switching off and disabling the lamp - ozone generator - and 
the fan prior to permitting user access to the container and the mail articles therewithin. 
Providing for the operation of an additional mechanical device within the sanitizing device, e.g. 
the rotation of the cage, would have been an obvious modification in further automating the 
internal mechanical devices of Webb's mailbox with the opening and closing of door 12. 
Webb's mailbox provides a signal that indicates that the mail is sterilized, triggering the 
unlocking of the container and allowing removal of the sanitized mail. Webb further provides 
manual start switch 34, which prevents further generation of the fluid flow upon subsequent 
closing of the access opening. 

Regarding claim 30, Megerle fails to teach the method of claim 30, comprising: providing 
an electronic controlling including a timer; starting the timer upon closing the access opening; 
and stopping generation of the flow of fluid after a period of time determined by the timer. Webb 
teaches that the controller determines the process time, e.g. a timer, and after that interval it 
switches off the lamp, e.g. stops generation of sterilant, and the fan and unlocks the lock 14 
(See Specification, p. 1, [0012]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to incorporate the timer and control of the sterilant production, 
as taught by Webb, into the sanitation mailbox of Megerle in view of Mize et. al. because such 
functionality would have allowed the user to expose the articles of mail to the ozone gas for a 
pre-selected period of time empirically determined to neutralize the target bio-hazardous 
material, as suggested by Megerle (See Specification, p. 4, [0059]). 
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Regarding claim 31 , Megerle fails to teach the method of claim 31 , comprising stopping 
adding of ozone to the flow of fluid prior to stopping generation of the flow of fluid. Webb 
teaches that the controller determines the process time, e.g. a timer, and after that interval it 
switches off the lamp, e.g. stops generation of sterilant, and the fan and unlocks the lock 14 
(See Specification, p. 1, [0012]). Megerle teaches that upon completing the neutralization of the 
target bio-hazardous material, generation of ozone is ceased and the ozone is purged from the 
chamber and from the airflow (See Specification, p. 4, [0059-0060]). Subsequently, the airflow 
is ceased and ambient air is allowed to enter the chamber and effectively purge the container of 
the remaining remnants of sterilant and carrier airflow (See Specification, p. 4, [0060]). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
additionally stop the addition of ozone to the flow of fluid prior to stopping generation of the flow 
of fluid at the completion of the neutralization process, as controlled by the timer taught in 
Webb, because the airflow through the inner chamber and the duct serves as the carrier gas for 
the ozone through and across the contaminated mail articles. Upon completion of the 
neutralizing process, one would cease the addition of ozone to the airflow, followed by the 
stopping of generation of airflow prior to purging the chamber and the system of remaining 
remnants. 

9. Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Megerle in view 
of Yu et. al. [U S Patent Publication No. 2003/0146027]. 

Megerle teaches the method as described above in paragraph 5. Megerle teaches 
driving the container with a motor, but fails to teach that the motor is connected to an electrical 
power supply. Megerle fails to further teach the steps of determining a power level of the 
electrical power supply; comparing the power level to a lower limit; and indicating when the 
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power level is below the lower limit. Yu et al. teach a residual power indicator for a storage 
battery of an electric-powered vehicle, which comprises a processor unit 10. The processor unit 
10 determines a power level of the storage battery 40, e.g. the electrical power supply, 
compares the power level to a reference value, e.g. the lower limit, corresponding to the 
residual power of the storage battery 40 stored in the memory device 1 1 ; and indicating when 
the power level is below the lower limit, e.g. displaying the actual residual power of the storage 
battery on the display unit 20 (See Specification, p. 1, [0014]). Yu et. al. teaches that their 
system provides an individual with the ability to accurately monitor current consumption of a 
power source (See Specification, p. 1, [0007]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the teachings of Yu et. al. into 
Megerle because mechanical devices, such as the motor, are commonly connected to and 
powered by electrical power supplies. It is well known that mechanical devices comprise 
monitors, which monitor the residual power stored in their associated power supply, i.e. a 
monitor monitoring the voltage left in a battery, as suggested by the device of Yu et. al. 
Accordingly, it would have been obvious to incorporate the indicator of Yu into Megerle to 
determine the power level of the power source for the motor rotating the cage in order to 
prevent insufficient power supplied to the rotating mechanism during the neutralization process. 

Conclusion 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Brad Y. Chin whose telephone number is 571-272-2071. The examiner 
can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8:00 A.M. - 5:00 P.M. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Sun (John) Kim, can be reached at 571-272-1142. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

bye 
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